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met with any cases which were followed by such (
intense symptoms of arsenical poisoning, and the i
only conclusion I can arrive at is that, though i
chemically the substitutes for salvarsan may be (
identical with the original preparations, from the 
clinical point of view they differ in a remarkable 
manner. Not only is their toxic effect, qua arsenic, l
much more intense, but their local effect on the 
veins is more irritating, as was manifested by 
several cases of thrombosis of the injected vessel i
following on the use of kharsivan, even when 
diluted with 200 c.c. of distilled water. j
It is impossible to estimate the duration of the
present war, but when it does come to a conclusion 
there will inevitably ensue a considerable increase
in the incidence of venereal diseases, and in my 
opinion some measures should now be organised to
ensure that adequate provision is made for their
treatment. I am given to understand that Messrs.
Burroughs, Wellcome and Co. at the present
moment are experiencing some difficulty in meet-
ing the demand for kharsivan, and if there is
any great increase in the prevalence of syphilis a
considerable proportion of the sufferers will be
unable to obtain what is now universally acknow-
ledged to be the best treatment for that disease-
viz., salvarsan, or, failing that, one of its substitutes.
Though all departments of the Government must now
be working at high pressure, I venture to think that
the inevitable increase in venereal diseases at the
termination of the war is a subject worthy of the
attention of those to whom the health of the nation
is entrusted.
I am, Sir, yours faithfully,
J. ERNEST LANE, F.R.C.S. Eng.,
Surgeon to the London Lock Hospital.
Queen Anne-street, W., March 28th, 1915.
SHOULD MEN WORK SIX DAYS OR
SEVEN ?
To the Editor of THE LANCET.
SIR,-At the present time, when there is urgent
necessity that munitions of war should be turned
out with the greatest possible rapidity, it is very
important that men engaged in their manufacture
should be able to do the maximum amount of work
with the minimum of harm to themselves. In
relation to this question I think that an experi-
ment made many years ago by my friend, the
late Lindsay Russell, Surveyor General of
Canada, is of great interest. Along with Professor
Pearce. who represented the United States, he sur-
veyed the boundary line between the United States
and Canada so exactly that believe its accuracy
has never been called in question. On this ex-
pedition, or some of his other surveying journeys,
he and his men had to pass over great spaces where
there was neither game nor fishing, and were there-
fore obliged to take their provisions with them.
The forts at which these could be replenished were
generally placed about 40 days’ march from each
other, and as the surveying party, on account of the
weight, only took sufficient provisions for the
distance and no more, they were obliged to cover it
in a given time for fear of starvation. On some
occasions he had men and horses and on others men
and dog trains. Necessity obliged him to work his
men and animals as hard as they could for seven
days a week and six weeks at a time. Under thie
strain the horses usually gave out about thE
twentieth day, but the men and dogs seemed to bE
uninjured and only to grow harder and harder
On other occasions, however, when there was no
necessity for such extreme exertion he worked his
men only six days a week and allowed them to rest
completely on the seventh. As he was engaged in
surveying operations he knew exactly how many
miles his party had travelled in a day; he knew
how many pounds weight each man carried, and
was thus able to calculate exactly in foot-pounds
the amount of every man’s daily work. On reckon-
ing it up he found, to his astonishment, that the
number of foot-pounds done by the men work-
ing six days a week was almost the same as
when they worked seven days a week. Although
the men were able to work seven days a week to
their utmost capacity all day in the open air, and
sleeping in the open air all night for seven days a
week without harm, it is unlikely that men working
under much less favourable conditions in a factory
will stand continuous work in the same way as the
surveying party. In all probability if the men work
at their full capacity for six days it will be better
both for them and the work they turn out that they
should rest on the seventh.
I am, Sir, yours faithfully,
T. LAUDER BRUNTON.
De Walden Court, W., March 29th, 1915.
LOUIS DANIEL BEAUPERTHUY AND
MOSQUITO-BORNE DISEASES.
To the Editor of THE LANCET.
SIR,-Regarding the discussion between Dr.
Andrew Balfour, Dr. H. Seidelin, and myself on this
subject in THE LANCET of March 6th and 27th, no
one wishes to deprive Beauperthuy of all the " respect
and reverence " due to him as a man and a phy-
sician, but whether he was " a very great and far-
seeing physician" on the strength of his hypothesis
on insect-borne diseases is the question at issue.
We cannot deny that he was one of those who
adhered to the idea that insects are in some way
connected with diseases, but, as I have said, this
old hypothesis dates from the time of the Romans.
My point is that his explanation of this connexion
was a wrong one-that is, he thought that diseases
are caused by the venom of insects and not by their
capacity to carry the virus from one person to another.
Moreover, from what I have seen of his writings,
he seems merely to have advanced the speculations
in a non-scientific manner-that is, as so many
prophets do, in the form of a categorical imperative.
I much prefer King’s work because, in Dr. Balfour’s
words, " he marshalled his theories in a more logical
and careful fashion." That is the whole point.
One appears to me to have been a dreamer (though*
more careful studies of his work may correct this
impression of mine), while Dr. King appears to me
to have been a man of science. Moreover, King
did not think that mosquitoes cause disease merely
by their venom, but evidently supposed (see p. 656
of his paper) that they transmit a Bacillus malariae
-a much more rational hypothesis. Beauperthuy’s
hypothesis was, as I have said, contrary to reason.
I am glad that Dr. Balfour agrees with what I
maintained about the difference between specu-
lation and careful research work, and that is why I
mentioned the case of Beauperthuy. It has become
quite a profitable art nowadays to confuse the two,
though anyone can indulge in unlimited armchair
speculation, while research means much toil.
Whether Beauperthuy’s "zancudo bobo" was
really the Stegomyia fasciata is another question,
and I hope that Dr. Balfour will let us know what
